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ROADMAP FOR MILSPEC

REFORM

A National Imperative

ronically, one day we may look
back upon the Cold War as a
time of relative stability and con-
taimable risk, a time when the
only major threat to world peace was
that the rwo superpowers would anni-
hilate each other. Today, risks are
much more diverse and unpredict-
able. We are far less clear about who
our enemles are and what they ane
capable of doing: a resurgent, hardline
Russia; a belligerent China; rogue
states, like Iraq, who have sizeable
reglonal forces; the unholy nexus of
terrorists; and drug kingpins who own
the best in advanced technology that
billions in laundered dollars can buy.

At such a time, the most comforting
response would be to prepare for all
contingencies. But, the reality is f-
nancial resources available fordefense
are declining. The Department of De-
fense (DOD) will not be able to subsl-
dize a defense industrial base that can
sustain U.5. readiness across-the-
board. It must iake advantage of exist-
ing research and development (R&D),
engineering. and production capabili-
ties tosupply defense needs., The prob-
lem is that DO has difficulty gaining
access o the national indusirial base,

Two major barriers stand in the
waty of integrating civilian and defense
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production. The first s legal and regu-
latory. Government contracts often
impose unique terms and conditions,
requiring information that commer-
clal companies do not routinely col-
lect or canmot certify with assurance,
Companies typically respond to such
requirements either by establishing
special data management or adminis-
trative systems (which add cost and
inefficiency) or by avoiding certain
types of government contracts alto-
pether. Because many of these require-
ments of government contracting are
rooted in statute, Congress must act o
remove these impediments to a more
Mexible industrial base.

New Heport on MILSPPECS
Released

A new Center for Strategic and
International Studies (CS15) report,
Rooadmap for Milspec Reform: Integrat-
irg Commercial and Militony: Marnufoc-
turing, describes the second barrier in
detail. The DOD unigue way of speci-
fring its requirements, popularly
known as the "MILSPEC" problem,
often forces companies tocreate sepa-
rate engineering and production lines
for defense work when equivalent ca-
pabilities exist on the commercial side
of the business.

The need for some type of specifl-
cation is not really in question. All
major buyers use them to describe the
needed item (its form, fitand function)
and the desired level of performance.
Specifications are needed toallow the
DOD to standardize on an existing
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product or service. They ensune that
the Department does not procure 15
different iterations of the same part
that are not interchangeable and re-
quire separate storage and support.

Specifications also attempt to guar-
antee lives are not lost because mill-
tary equipment fails in the stress of
combat, a goal bome of bitter past
experience. In 1879, acolumnof 1,300
Britlsh soldiers was annihilated be-
cause their ammunition cases were
screwed shut. In 1942, the German
Army's 48th Panzer Division found
that only 42 of the 104 tanks en route
to Stalingrad could be moved: mice
had eaten the insulation off the elec-
trical wiring of the other tanks. In the
South Pacific in World War 11, U5
supplies shipped to the area at enor-
mous expense were cormoded by fun-
gus. Today, specifications ensure that
ammunition boxes can be opened
without tools, insulation is rodent
proof, and fungus is not a threat.

The problem, then, does not reside
with the principle of specification.
Rather, the process by which specifi-
catlons are developedand applied has
become excessively rigid.

Requiremenis in new sysicms arg
not subject o rigorous cost per-
formance trade-offs or dual-use
considerations. One cannot de-
sign a weapons system and then
expect to find its components
commercially available or civil-
ian factories to build it.
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The documents that describe
products or processes are flawed,
Too often they describe com-
merclal items in uniquely mili-
tary ways, specify obsolete tech-
nologies or detail management
practices that are not found in
the commercial sector.

Theapplication of uniquely mill-
tary specifications Is largely un-
coordimated across the DOD.
MILSPECs and standards are
putin contracts even though the
spec may have been canceled,
replaced or superseded by an
updated document.

The CSIS MILSPEC report deals
with requirements, documents and ap-
plication of documents with specific
recommendations in each arca.

Requirements

Military requirements have either
been generated by user-pull or
technology-push methods. Often the
Services will identify a vulnerability
that cannot be closed by changes in
tactics or in strategy; it must be met
with new equipment. At that point the
technologists have free rein 1o design
the new system to the “wish list” level
of performance (and in onder to get
congressional support, it makes politi-
cal sense 1o push the performance
envelope as far as possible). The re-
sult is usually a weapons system with
defense-unique features whose <ost
far exceeds real military value and
which cannot be built on a dual-use
production line.

Despite the exhortation 1o use ex-
isting product and process technolo-
gles to save cosl, most new requlre-
ments packages are bullt totally
without regard to whether they will
require military-unigue development
and production rather than time- and
cost-cflective nondevelopment item
(NDI) solutions, particularly commer-
cial solutions. They ane usually gener-
ated without the benefits of perfor-
mance priorities and cost-performance
trade-offs.
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In 1942, the
German Army’s
48th Panzer
Division found
that only 42 of
the 104 tanks
en route to
Stalingrad could
be moved; mice
had eaten the
insulation off the
electrical wiring
of the other
tanks.

lronically, most of the elements
needed to emphasize NDI procure-
ment and cost-performance trade-ofis
are already in place. The problem is
they don't work well and often not at
all. Clearly, what is needed is a pro-
cess that enforces the trade-offsamong
performance, cost and dual-use op-
portunities more aggressively. The
CSIS Working Group on MILSPECs
proposed to formalize specific evalua-
tion criteria at Defense Acquisition
Board (DAB) milestones one and two,
in the review of Operations Require-
ments Documents as well as in the
Request for Proposal (RFF) Review.
Key criteria included:

—Money. Provide an up-front

estimate of total dollars avail-
able for the program
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—Numbers. Determine how
many units will be needed 1o
achieve force effectiveness
—Priorities. Prioritize perfor-
mance characteristics
—Justification. Provide a solid
rationale for each requirement
in the system (a know-why
benchmark)

—Markel Analysis. Provide a
thorowgh analysis of potential
marketplace soluticns, espe-
cially those that shrink the per-
formance envelope to accom-
modate lower cost commercial
solutions.

Improving Document Content
The phrase military specifications
and standards refers to the 32,000
documents inthe DOD Index of Speci-
fications and Standards (DODISS) that
areuniquely military. The other 17,000
documents in the Index are composed
of other types of specifications: com-
mercial item deseriptions, federal stan-
dards, and nongovernmental stan-
dards (e.g., commercial or
international standards).

The DODISS s such a mixed bag of
documents, It 1= impossible to arrive at
any one silver bullet. Some specifica-
thons describe products that are avail-
able ofi-the-shell, suchaswhite gloves,
tacos or hot dogs. There Is no real
reason o have specifications for such
items. Indeed. they divert scarce re-
sources from the task of drafting, re-
viewing and updating specifications
for combat-related equipment. The
Waorking Group recommended that
these specifications be eliminated or
converted to Commercial Item De-
scriptions,

Additionally, the DODISS includes
a number of specifications — perhaps
as high as 30 percent of the total
documents — that describe obsolete
technologies. The Working Group pro-
posed a number of alternative wiys o
weed out these specificatlons: create a
7-year sunset clause on all documents;
require coordination with industry
users in the overage document review
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cyvele; expand the electronbe data feed-
back system o facilitate industry com-
ment; and institute a new classifica-
tion, “Inactive for Mew Design,” for
specifications that are obsoclete but
needed o maintain active systems.

Complicated Problems

Probably the most complicated
problems DOD must address are the
process and management specifica-
tions. These specifications, commonly
called standards, describe a manage-
ment procedure or manufaciuring pro-
cess rather than a performance result.
In describing precisely how the prod-
uct is to be manufactured or quality
assurance and reliability program is to
be structured, or the work managed,
DOD often precludes world class op-
erations from applying their expertise
and technological capability to de-
fense needs,

These process standards have their
roots in past failures — unreadable
instrument displays, substandard
packaging, products that failed too
soon of were mismatched o the larger
system. The problem today is that
once a process standard 1s written and
clted In a system design, it locks in a
technology forall future contracts. Be-
cause that technology continues o
evohve in the commercial sector, the
specification will eventually be atodds
with best commercial practice.

The real question s why DOD needs
to tell contractors how to perform
manufacturing processes [natead of
simply defining the end result in form,
fit, function and performance terms.
Management standards only
guarantee that the compliance organi-
zation meets the spec, not that the
product meets performance ex-
pectations. Manufacturing standards
cannol keep pace with state-of the-arn
process improvements and are likely
o become outmoded even more rap-
ldly im a flexible manufaciuring envi-
ronment.

The Working Group suggested that
DOD can explore alternative ways to
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In 1879, a
column of 1,300
British soldiers
was annihilated

because their
ammunition
cases were

screwed shut.

ensure that its performance targets ane
metwithout imposing process require-
ments (e.g., use thind-pary certifica-
tions, acceptance testing, qualified
manufacturer's certifications, nongov-
ernment standards, or Its own “ilin"
personnel to assess whether the
contractor's system meets the perfor-
mance goals).

Noting the urgency of reform mea-
sures In this area, the Committee rec-
ommended thatall high-level ormanu-
facturingstandard should be converted
to performance-based documents
within 2 years, Any standard that has
not been converted within that period
should be made advisory only.

Application of Documenis

The problem, unfortunately, is not
limited to document content but in-
cludes how the documents are ap-
plied. The buyers of goods and ser-
vices for the Defense Department do
not hang their hats in one place: they
are spread out organizationally and
geographically. Although the docu-
ments may be standardized, the way
they are referenced in coniracis 15 not.
That means that MILSPECs can be
puton acontract even whean they have
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been canceled or replaced. Or, a con-
tracting officer might reference an en-
tire MILSPEC when only a few sec-
tions are relevant to the immediate
purchase. Even worse, that ourdated
or inappropriately referenced spec will
Now down to all lower-tier suppliers,
The bottom line is that even well-
written, performance-based specifica-
tions can cause problems if they are
nat referenced or are improperly refer-
enced.

The Working Group proposed that
DO should require program manag-
ers, or individuals responsible for au-
thorizing purchases, to offer a ratio-
nale for the inclusion of uniquely
military specificatlons or standards
before they are put on contract. The
Group recommended that waiver pro-
vision be provided in appropriate cir-
cumstances, such as, when the speci-
fication has been certifled as being
performance-based or when it de-
scribes a uniquely military character-
Istic (e-p., surviving electromagnetic
impulses).

Finally. The Waorking Group noted
one reason previous MILSPEC reform
efforts failed was that they did not
address the underlying lack of control
of the standardization process by DOD
managr:m:.'nt.

Lack of Budgetary Control
First, there is a lack of budgetary
control, Although there is a substan-
tial policy hierarchy for standardiza-
tion activities within DO and the
Services, it has limited controd of fund-
ing and manpower levels of the offices
(preparing activities) that actually re-
view, maintain, convert or update
gpecifications in the DODISS.

Standardization is a corporate, not
a feld command, peal. When lunds
are allocated to fleld commands, it
falls to the local commander to allo-
cate those resources among compet-
ing priorities; for example, repairing
the facility, maintaining manpower
levels, developing specifications for
new systems, or sifting through out-

January-Februany 1994



dated ones to delete or modify them.
Mot surprisingly, the last tends to have
a very low priority for the local com-
mander{albeit a high pricrity for palicy
makers in the Office of the Secretarv of
Defense {OSD) who want to foster
dual-use). There is no way to enforce
corporate MILSPEC goals because
there is no corporate control of the
funding or manpower levels in the
preparing activities.

The Working Group recommended
thatstandardization activities be made
a line item in the budget. Funding for
local preparing activitles should be
funneled through the departmental
standardization offices {DEPSOs) and
allocated for support of standardiza-
thon Initiatives. training of personnel,
conversion of “how-to” documents into
performance-based standards or par-
ticipation In internal or external work-
shops on standardization.

Metrics System

Second, DOD management has no
svstem in place to measure whether
its policy initiatives are actually being
camied out. There are critical dara
elements that would track the progress
of MILSPEC reform that are not cur-
rently available, such as the volume of
commercial items being bought or the
number of inventory items (national
stock numbers] bought to military
specifications as opposed to some
other type of specification. The Work-
ing Liroup strongly recommended that
DOD management put such &8 metric
system in place.

The MILSPEC reform is more than
just a desirable poal, It Is a natlomal
Imperative, Military specifications and
standards affect most of the major
policy issues in defense procurement
today. They increase procurement
cosls and impede defense conversion
effarts. Unique military specifications
dlse hamper DOD access to the
broader national industrial base. The
new administration has promised to
“reimnvent government.” Reinventing
the way DOD does business offers
one of the best places w stant.
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| outside the classroom.

| local groceny stores for classroom purchase of computers. When possible,

DSMC ADOPTS
ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL

In the summer of 1993, the Defense Systems Manapement College
(DEMC) entered into the Partners in Education Program with the Bryant
Adult Altermative School. Fort Belvoir has seven adopted schools. The
Partners in Education Program, a program sponsored by the Fairfax
County, Va., public school svstem, provides the opportunity for the
working community at Fort Belvoir to assist teachers and students in or

The DEMC-adopted students, ranging in ape from 17-23, dropped our of
high school but, since. have nealized the importance of a diploma and
pursue its requirements at the Bryant School.

On campus, DSMC Professor Dan Robinson presented a workshop on
TQM and leadership skills in the classroom, specifically for Bryant |
School teachers. Two other DSMC employees have given presentations |
to Bryant students. Ms. Myma Bass of the Resource Leamning Center
presented “Self Esteem,” and 5FC Ivan Blanco, USA, discussed “Fitness |
vs. Drugs and Alcehol in your Life.”

On November 18, 1993, 32 students toured seven different departments
at DSMC. This tour will extend into student “job shadowing” with DSMC
employvees at a later dane. [ob shadowing provides a real-life, on-the-job
experience for the student who has a career interest in a specific field.

Bryant School supplies DSMC with special requests for tutors, mentors
and guest speakers. The DSMC also collects cash-reglster recelpts from

software Is transferred to the school

Phota I:-:r Richard Mattax

Seared from lefl: Brig Gen (Sel.) Cloude M. Balion, [r., USAF, DEMC Consmandan;
Robert Spilfane, Superimlendent, Frdrfox County Schools; and Armond Sebastanelli,
Principa. Bryant Adall Altermative Schos: wilth studeml
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